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Cornwall Council’s Response to the Consultation on Changes to the Current 

Planning System 

Consultation Questions: 

Q1: Do you agree that planning practice guidance should be amended to specify that the 

appropriate baseline for the standard method is whichever is the higher of the level of 0.5% 

of housing stock in each local authority area OR the latest household projections averaged 

over a 10-year period?  

No, the Council strongly opposes the proposed standard method.  The proposed standard 

methodology would mean that Cornwall Council will face an unsustainable increase in our 

housing target to around 4,000 new dwellings per annum which is 44% above our annual 

Local Plan requirement.  Looking back at our historical data from 1976, this illustrates that 

Cornwall has never delivered 4,000 homes in a single year, reflecting perhaps the availability 

of material resources for construction, skills within the sector and market demand. In 

Cornwall, there are also areas of land which are contaminated and as a result the cost of 

remediation prior to building are significant, this also impacts on the ability to deliver new 

homes. Average delivery over the period from 1976 to 2020 is 2,357 homes.  This is 

illustrated in the graph below.    

The new housing target of about 4,000 new dwellings per annum is unachievable and 

unsustainable for Cornwall.   

Cornwall Council is committed to standing up for Cornwall and delivering the housing our 

communities need, we have an up-to-date Local Plan, that was adopted in 2016, covering 

the period 2010 to 2030 and containing a target of 52,500 homes over that plan period, and 

we are on track to meet this requirement, as illustrated in the graphs below which show 

completions over the plan period. 
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Despite our delivery on the ground, there remains nearly 28,000 homes with extant 

planning permission, but which are not currently completed.  The Government has stated 

that for every one house built, three need to be under construction and four need to be in 

the planning system. Locally, in Cornwall in 2017/18 for every one house built there were 

0.8 homes under construction and 7.3 homes with planning permission but not yet started 

(of these 7.3 homes over half are on sites of 200 or more dwellings). For every one home 

built in 2019/20 there were 0.8 under construction and 8.4 had permission but not yet 

started. This is illustrated in the graphic below.  

 

https://app.powerbi.com/groups/me/reports/47458082-50bb-4bd7-8aec-a11b54b33df3/ReportSection111f5f25b51257040422?pbi_source=PowerPoint
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It is our view that the government is failing to address the issue of land banking and issues 

around delivery of sites with planning consent.  We estimate, that of our 28,000 

uncompleted homes there are around 6,000 homes where construction could be unlocked 

by further funding or greater powers for the Council, improving the skills in the construction 

sector and supply chains.  There are wide reaching reasons for non-delivery which the 

government needs to address before adjusting methodologies to create unsustainable and 

undeliverable targets, these include addressing land value expectation from landowners and 

slow rates of build-out from developers.  Fiscal measures could be employed to incentivise 

development schemes moving forward once permission is granted, such as the ability for 

the Council to levy council tax after a certain period.  Recommendations from its own 

reviews, such as the Letwin Review, remain unimplemented.   

With regards to the specific question (question 1) we agree that using the existing housing 

stock levels is a more predictable approach as these do not fluctuate as much as household 

projections over time, it is our view that housing stock would be a better base line that 

household projections.  

Q2: In the stock element of the baseline, do you agree that 0.5% of existing stock for the 

standard method is appropriate? If not, please explain why. 

The Council strongly opposes the proposed standard method, as discussed in response to 

question 1, but it is recognised that existing housing stock levels are more stable and do not 

fluctuate and therefore provide a better base line.   

Q3: Do you agree that using the workplace-based median house price to median earnings 

ratio from the most recent year for which data is available to adjust the standard method’s 

baseline is appropriate? If not, please explain why.  

Cornwall Council agrees that affordability should be part of the consideration of any spatial 

distribution of growth.  

However, the Council strongly opposes the proposed standard method, as discussed in 

response to question 1. We do not agree with the overriding focus on this in the new 

standard method which in our view results in an unsustainable pattern of growth across 

England.  The methodology, as a whole, perpetuates higher housing targets in the south 

(south east and south west) and reductions in the north and furthermore, results in lower 

targets in sustainable urban areas but higher figures in rural hinterlands.  We are aware that 

for some northern cities’ targets are a reduction to existing delivery.  The elements of the 

proposed standard method that are driving the increase in Cornwall’s housing need figure 

are the affordability multiplier (adding in the region of 400 more homes to the housing need 

figure) and the use of the new household projections which also add an additional 700+ 

homes to the requirement.  We do not believe this delivers homes in the right places and 

we would urge the government to review the method and the reliance on affordability to 

address these fundamental issues.    
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Q4: Do you agree that incorporating an adjustment for the change of affordability over 10 

years is a positive way to look at whether affordability has improved? If not, please explain 

why.  

Cornwall Council agrees that affordability should be part of the consideration of any spatial 

distribution of growth.  

However, the Council strongly opposes the proposed standard method, as discussed in 

response to question 1. As highlighted above, we do not agree with the overriding focus on 

affordability in the new method which results in an unsustainable pattern of growth across 

England.  The methodology, as a whole, perpetuates higher housing targets in the south and 

reductions in the north and furthermore, results in lower targets in sustainable urban areas 

but higher figures in rural hinterlands.  We are aware that for some northern cities’ targets 

are a reduction to existing delivery.  The elements of the proposed standard method that 

are driving the increase in Cornwall’s housing need figure are the affordability multiplier 

(adding in the region of 400 more homes to the housing need figure) and the use of the new 

household projections which also add an additional 700+ homes to the requirement.  We do 

not believe this delivers homes in the right places and we would urge the government to 

review the method and the reliance on affordability to address these fundamental issues. 

Q5: Do you agree that affordability is given an appropriate weighting within the standard 

method? If not, please explain why. 

Cornwall Council agrees that affordability should be part of the consideration of any spatial 

distribution of growth.  

However, the Council strongly opposes the proposed standard method, as discussed in 

response to question 1. As highlighted above, we do not agree with the overriding focus on 

affordability in the new method which results in an unsustainable pattern of growth across 

England.  The methodology as a whole perpetuates higher housing targets in the south and 

reductions in the north and furthermore, results in lower targets in sustainable urban areas 

but higher figures in rural hinterlands.  We are aware that for some northern cities’ targets 

are a reduction to existing delivery.  The elements of the proposed standard method that 

are driving the increase in Cornwall’s housing need figure are the affordability multiplier 

(adding in the region of 400 more homes to the housing need figure) and the use of the new 

household projections which also add an additional 700+ homes to the requirement.  We do 

not believe this delivers homes in the right places and we would urge the government to 

review the method and the reliance on affordability to address these fundamental issues.  

Do you agree that authorities should be planning having regard to their revised standard 

method need figure, from the publication date of the revised guidance, with the exception 

of:  

Q6: Authorities which are already at the second stage of the strategic plan consultation process 

(Regulation 19), which should be given 6 months to submit their plan to the Planning Inspectorate for 

examination?  
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No, Cornwall Council does not agree that the proposed transition arrangements are 

sufficient.  It is imperative that all Local Authorities who have an up-to-date Local Plan now 

are not penalised by unforeseen increases in housing targets.  There is a clear risk that these 

new targets will become the starting point for decision making in the short term (when 

plans are five years old). This will mean that Local Authorities will fail either the five-year 

land supply or housing delivery test before it is possible to take account of these changes 

through the preparation of a new Local Plan (through either the existing or new system).  It 

is imperative that those Local Authorities with adopted local plans and who are delivering 

against the targets in those adopted plans are not penalised.   

We will illustrate our point by setting out our circumstances.  Cornwall Council’s Local Plan 

was adopted in November 2016, and is five years old in November 2021, and therefore at 

risk of being out of date after that time. We have been monitoring our delivery and new 

requirements such as the existing standard methodology and were content that our Local 

Plan remained up to date.  Now, with just over 12 months before our local plan is five years 

old, the proposed revised housing method significantly increases our housing figure.  The 

Council considers that it is impossible to prepare an update to the local plan within this 

timescale and given the White Paper proposals relating to the role of local plans, it would 

also not appear to be a suitable use of resources to commence the preparation of a local 

plan (based on the existing NPPF).  Cornwall Council should not be penalised for a change of 

circumstance that we could not foresee.  

Without any transitional arrangements for authorities like Cornwall, we will be faced with 

using our limited resources on determining speculative development which may not be 

focussed in the areas with the greatest need, nor appropriately planned.  

We suggest that transitional arrangements could include an assurance that the new housing 

need figure derived from this revised standard method be used solely for plan-making 

rather than decision-making (i.e. not used for 5 year supply or Housing Delivery Test) for an 

agreed period to allow a new Local Plan based on the new regulations to be put in place.   

A lack of transition arrangements with the proposed method will lead to speculative growth 

that will not only create a longer-term pattern of growth that is unsustainable but will also 

impact upon the confidence of communities in any future process to plan for growth. It will 

impact local and national ambitions to have a plan led system that enables local residents to 

have a meaningful input on the locations for growth. It would create continued uncertainty 

for the preparation and delivery of local plans, during which the risk of unplanned growth 

would impact on communities and future strategy being developed by local and 

neighbourhood plans.  

The Council also considers that transitional arrangements for ‘made’ Neighbourhood 

Development Plans should be clearly set out. Neighbourhood Development Plans are 

required to be in conformity with Local Plans and therefore would be impacted by the 

imposition of any new housing need figure.  
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Q7: Authorities close to publishing their second stage consultation (Regulation 19), which should be 

given 3 months from the publication date of the revised guidance to publish their Regulation 19 plan, 

and a further 6 months to submit their plan to the Planning Inspectorate?   

If not, please explain why. Are there particular circumstances which need to be catered for: 

Please refer to our answer to Q6 which we will repeat here for ease:  

No, Cornwall Council does not agree that the proposed transition arrangements are 

sufficient.  It is imperative that all Local Authorities who have an up-to-date Local Plan now 

are not penalised by unforeseen increases in housing targets.  There is a clear risk that these 

new targets will become the starting point for decision making in the short term (when 

plans are five years old). This will mean that Local Authorities will fail either the five-year 

land supply or housing delivery test in the very short term before it is possible to take 

account of these changes through the preparation of a new Local Plan (through either the 

existing or new system).  It is imperative that those Local Authorities with adopted local 

plans and are delivering against targets are not penalised.   

We will illustrate our point by setting out our circumstances.  Cornwall Council’s Local Plan 

was adopted in November 2016, and is five years old in November 2021, and therefore at 

risk of being out of date after that time. We have been monitoring our delivery and new 

requirements such as the existing standard methodology and were content that our Local 

Plan remained up to date.  Now with just over 12 months before our local plan is five years 

old, the proposed revised housing method significantly increases our housing figure.  The 

Council considers that it is impossible to prepare an update to the local plan within this 

timescale and given the White Paper proposals relating to the role of local plans, it would 

also not appear to be a suitable use of resources to commence the preparation of a local 

plan (based on the existing NPPF).   Cornwall Council should not be penalised for a change of 

circumstance that we could not foresee.  

Without any transitional arrangements for authorities like Cornwall, we will be faced with 

using our limited resources on determining speculative development which may not be 

focussed in the areas with the greatest need, nor appropriately planned.  

We suggest that transitional arrangements could include an assurance that the new housing 

need figure derived from this revised standard method be used solely for plan-making 

rather than decision-making (i.e. not used for 5 year supply or Housing Delivery Test) for an 

agreed period to allow a new Local Plan based on the new regulations to be put in place.   

A lack of transition arrangements with the proposed method will lead to speculative growth 

that will not only create a longer-term pattern of growth that is unsustainable but will also 

impact upon the confidence of communities in any future process to plan for growth. It will 

impact local and national ambitions to have a plan led system that enables local residents to 

have a meaningful input on the locations for growth. It would create continued uncertainty 

for the preparation and delivery of local plans, during which the risk of unplanned growth 
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would impact on communities and future strategy being developed by local and 

neighbourhood plans.  

The Council also considers that transitional arrangements for ‘made’ Neighbourhood 

Development Plans should be clearly set out. Neighbourhood Development Plans are 

required to be in conformity with Local Plans and therefore would be impacted by the 

imposition of any new housing need figure.  

Delivering First Homes  

Consultation Questions: 

Q8: The Government is proposing policy compliant planning applications will deliver a 

minimum of 25% of onsite affordable housing as First Homes, and a minimum of 25% of 

offsite contributions towards First Homes where appropriate. Which do you think is the most 

appropriate option for the remaining 75% of affordable housing secured through developer 

contributions? Please provide reasons and / or evidence for your views (if possible):  

i) Prioritising the replacement of affordable home ownership tenures, and delivering rental 

tenures in the ratio set out in the local plan policy.  

ii) Negotiation between a local authority and developer.   

iii) Other (please specify) 

Cornwall Council has 11 years’ experience of delivering a form of discounted market sale 

housing that is very similar to First Homes. It is enshrined in our Local Plan policy and 

Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and these products are secured as such in 

perpetuity through a s106 legal agreement.  

This tenure forms part of the intermediate housing which based on economic viability 

testing makes up 30% of affordable housing contributions, the remainder being in the form 

of affordable rent. 

Cornwall Council would therefore not object in principle to the proposal that First Homes 

replace 25% of affordable home ownership, and the rental tenures as in the ratio set out in 

our Local Plan.  This approach would allow us to provide 5% other intermediate sale 

products, such as shared ownership, which because of its lower deposit requirements would 

open up home ownership to a wider group. 

However, it is critical that Cornwall Council are able to set a variable level of discount for 

First Homes reflecting the different market values in our area and that these First Homes are 

secured as such in perpetuity through a legal agreement or other suitable mechanism.   Our 

adopted Housing SPD sets out the method for setting the differing levels of discount 

according to the area and we maintain this is the right vehicle as there is insufficient time 

and resources to set this through a revision to the Local Plan.   

To highlight, the average newly built home in Cornwall costs £246,000, meaning a 30% 

discount delivers a saving worth more than £73,800. The resulting sale price of £172,200 is 
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not affordable to many local Cornish workers, based on local purchasing power based on 

local wages.  To cite a specific example, in the high value area of St Mawes and Rock modest 

Discounted Market Sales homes can have a £400,000 to £500,000 open market value.  To 

make these affordable requires a discount in excess of 70% to meet local purchasing power.  

In these areas Cornwall Council has successfully delivered Discounted Market Sales homes 

at higher discounts than the proposed 50% discount showing that viability can still be 

achieved.  

Cornwall Council notes that there are issues around availability of mortgage products for 

discounted sale dwellings which impacts on the ability of residents to access discounted 

products. In particular we are aware that mortgage lenders will typically only lend on a 

proportion of new discounted sale homes in any one area.  If the government is committed 

to this product it is our view that this important issue needs to be tackled.   

With regards to current exemptions from delivery of affordable home ownership products:  

Q9: Should the existing exemptions from the requirement for affordable home ownership 

products (e.g. for build to rent) also apply to apply to this First Homes requirement?  

Yes, sites which solely provide First Homes should be exempt from the requirement to 

additional deliver affordable home ownership products, where these First Homes are 

secured in perpetuity through a suitable legal agreement. However, it is critical that we are 

able to set a variable level of discount for First Homes reflecting the different market values 

in our area.   

For 11 years Cornwall Council has successfully delivered a Discounted Market Sale where 

the discount is linked to local incomes and market conditions and the discount is locked in 

perpetuity. The methodology for calculating the discount is set out in our SPD.    

The inclusion of this tenure is dictated by evidenced need and whilst we support the 

exemption as proposed, we would like the local flexibility to be able to include First Homes 

at a locally relevant discount on other sites where this meets a local housing need. 

Q10: Are any existing exemptions not required? If not, please set out which exemptions and 

why.  

All the existing exemptions are required. 

Q11: Are any other exemptions needed? If so, please provide reasons and /or evidence for 

your views. 

Yes, Cornwall Council’s Revenue Account building programme.   

Q12: Do you agree with the proposed approach to transitional arrangements set out above? 

To provide certainty and avoid delays in delivery we would suggest that the flexibility should 

require the substitution to be at the level of discount adopted by the local planning 

authority through an SPD rather than requiring the adopted local plan to be revised.  In 

terms of current planning applications, given that our Local Plan was adopted in 2016 and 
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our Housing SPD published in February 2020, we have a number of sites where we have 

been progressing a different tenure mix, which as noted above will often include Cornwall’s 

version of First Homes, Discounted Market Sale products.  

Neighbourhood Plans in Cornwall largely follow our Local Plan affordable housing policy.  

Revising them takes longer because these documents are produced by communities and 

volunteers with considerable local engagement. We would therefore propose that a longer 

transitional period should be given to Neighbourhood Plans.  Reflecting the arrangements in 

paragraph 14 of the NPPF for Neighbourhood Plans, we would advocate that if a 

Neighbourhood Plan has been made in the last two years it should not need to reflect the 

new First Homes requirement. 

Q13: Do you agree with the proposed approach to different levels of discount? 

No, the Council does not agree and would propose that national policy sets the minimum 

discount but allows local authority discretion to set a higher level of discount, evidenced by 

house price, local income and viability data.  We must be able to do this through an SPD 

rather than needing to go through a full Local Plan process.   

A maximum discount of 50% is not sufficient to make First Homes affordable in Cornwall’s 

high value market areas, the average newly built home in Cornwall costs £246,000, meaning 

a 30% discount delivers a saving worth more than £73,000. 

The resulting sale price of £172,200 is not affordable to many local Cornish workers, based 

on local purchasing power based on local wages.  To cite a specific example, in the high 

value area of St Mawes and Rock modest Discounted Market Sales homes can have a 

£400,000 to £500,000 open market value.  If the proposed 50% maximum discount were to 

be applied, First Homes in these higher valued areas would not be affordable at £200,000 - 

£250,000.  

In these areas Cornwall Council has successfully delivered Discounted Market Sales homes 

with 70% discount. Our SPD sets out the methodology for calculating local purchasing power 

and this has been tested though our Economic Viability Assessment. To date we have in 

excess of 130 schemes with our Discounted Market Sale product within the affordable 

housing mix.  

Q14: Do you agree with the approach of allowing a small proportion of market housing on 

First Homes exception sites, in order to ensure site viability?  

The Council agrees that some market homes should be allowed on First Homes Exception 

Sites where this is necessary to ensure viability.  But this should not be used to inflate land 

values; we would suggest two steps to avoid this situation.  Firstly, national Guidance should 

require that the viability of First Homes Exception Sites is calculated on the basis of land 

value at the standard current rural exception site values or £10k a plot or 10 x agricultural 

value (whichever is the lowest).  Secondly, there should be a minimum requirement, our 
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Local Plan rural exception site policy requires that market housing must not represent more 

than 50% of the homes or 50% of the land take, excluding infrastructure and services. 

Cornwall Council pioneered the use of cross subsidy from market housing on rural exception 

sites and we have successfully delivered 800 homes through this route between 2016 and 

2019. However, a key part of our policy is that the market housing should not inflate land 

values which would have the effect of reducing the amount of affordable housing that can 

be delivered.  To achieve this, we set out in SPD an expected land value that reflects the 

standard going rate for rural exception sites and our rural exceptions policy requires that 

market housing must not represent more than 50% of the homes or 50% of the land take, 

excluding infrastructure and services. 

Q15: Do you agree with the removal of the site size threshold set out in the National 

Planning Policy Framework? 

No, Cornwall Council does not agree with the removal of the 1-hectare size limit that 

currently applies to Entry Level Exception Sites for two reasons. 

Firstly, in an urban context solely using 5% of the existing settlement, which we assume to 

mean 5% of existing dwellings, would result in a large site where the predominant tenure is 

affordable housing.  This would run contrary to good practice on creating a balance of 

tenures on housing sites and our Local Plan Policy 6: ‘New housing developments of 10 

dwellings or more should include an appropriate mix of house size, type, price and tenure to 

address identified needs and market demand and to support mixed communities.’ 

Secondly, in a rural context the size limit reduces competition for larger rural exception sites 

to come forward whose tenure mix is determined by the specific affordable housing need of 

that community. 

Q16: Do you agree that the First Homes exception sites policy should not apply in designated 

rural areas? 

There should be a rural exemption, but this should be wider than rural areas defined by 

S157 of the 1985 Housing Act. 

Cornwall Council has been particularly successful in delivering rural exception sites, which 

are a principle route for meeting local housing needs in our rural areas.  Between 2016 – 

2019 we delivered 807 affordable homes through this route.  Our success is in part a 

consequence of our policies and SPD that set the expected land value at a level that makes it 

viable to meet the range of evidenced need in these communities.  The higher selling price 

of First Homes will mean First Homes Exception Sites will command a higher value.  

Landowners are likely to sell for this use, rather than a rural exception site.  However, unlike 

rural exception sites the tenure mixes on these sites will not meet the evidenced 

predominant need for affordable rented housing. 

We would therefore agree that First Homes exception sites should not apply in designated 

rural areas, but the definition of what constitutes a designated rural area should change, as 
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there are some flaws in the Designated Rural Areas coverage and perhaps a review of the 

Designated Rural Areas is required.  

Not all our rural communities are covered by the S157 of the 1985 Housing Act definition of 

‘designated rural areas’.  We have calculated that 24 of our rural parishes would not be 

exempted.  Equally we have 5 parishes that would not be exempted if the 2008 Designated 

Protected Areas definition was applied.  As an example, St Michael Caerhays Parish has a 

population of circa 100 residents but is not classed as a Designated Rural Area.    

On balance we would therefore call for expansion of the rural exemption from First Homes – 

a number of options are suggested;  

i) Defined by the Designated Protected Areas under the 2008 Housing and 

Regeneration Act  

ii) Defined by the Designated Protected Areas under the 2008 Housing and 

Regeneration Act and S157 of the 1985 Housing Act 

iii) Review of the definition of rural areas. 

Supporting small and medium-sized developers 

Consultation Questions: 

Q17: Do you agree with the proposed approach to raise the small sites threshold for a time-

limited period?   

Cornwall Council objects to this approach, we are clear that the site threshold should not be 

raised, even for a time limited period. The changes would diminish seriously the amount of 

social rent and affordable housing built in Cornwall and do nothing to tackle the issues 

associated with second home and empty properties.   

An analysis of our housing trajectory shows that 47% of our total site supply is from sites of 

10 – 39 dwellings. In our rural areas 27% of sites of this size are in parishes not designated 

under S157 of the 1985 Housing Act. These sites are expected to deliver 17% of the 

affordable housing in our rural areas, excluding any homes delivered through rural 

exception sites. Under the current NPPF, in Designated Rural Areas, local planning 

authorities can secure affordable housing contributions on sites of 5 dwellings or fewer and 

on sites of more than 10 dwellings alongside a rural exception site policy. With these 

proposals, local planning authorities would be able to secure affordable housing 

contributions on sites of 5 dwellings or fewer and on sites with 40 dwellings (or 50 if the 

threshold is set higher) or more.  On this basis, as a result of the proposal, Cornwall Council 

would lose 30% of the affordable homes that are currently part of ‘live’ proposals in rural 

areas on sites of 10 – 39 dwellings.  

It has been calculated that this proposal would result in the delivery of around 300 less 

affordable homes in Cornwall. It is therefore critical that we use every opportunity available 

to increase the supply of affordable housing.  Given the relatively small size and 
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characteristics of most housing proposals in Cornwall and the high level of housing need, we 

seek an element of affordable housing from most housing proposals. 

The Council recognises that the Government, rightly, is aiming to address housing need and 

help SME developers during these difficult times. Cornwall currently has nearly 28,000 

homes with extant planning permission, which have not been completed. We estimate that 

in Cornwall, of those 28,000 homes around 6,000 homes are on sites where construction 

could be unlocked by further funding or powers. Further funding would enable the Council 

to increase our proactive assistance in terms of delivery such as enabling the acquisition of 

land, compulsory purchase, direct intervention through our development company (Treveth 

Holdings), development of master plans or design codes or assistance with the delivery of 

infrastructure. We believe that this would be a better approach to assist SME builders.  

There is concern that schemes with extant planning permission may be revisited to adjust 

the affordable housing contribution, further slowing delivery of sites over the proposed 18-

month temporary threshold period.  If the Government proceeds with raising the 

thresholds, we agree it should set out how local planning authorities can avoid developers 

bringing phases of a larger development forward that come below the affordable housing 

threshold. 

We do not consider that there is a need to change the threshold for an 18-month period.  

Our completions data and our affordable housing data shows that those of 2019/20 are 

almost the same as for the previous year.   

If the Government proceeds with this approach for 18 months we ask that at the outset it 

sets out when it will review its approach, publishes the methodology it will use to assess its 

impact, including the how it has affected delivery of affordable housing, disaggregated for 

urban and rural areas; and commits to consulting on the steps it proposes to take following 

the review. It should so commit to the provision of grant to replace the affordable housing 

lost to the temporary increase in threshold and further support for Registered Providers.   

Q18: What is the appropriate level of small sites threshold?  

 i) Up to 40 homes ii) Up to 50 homes iii) Other (please specify)    

Other. The Council objects to raising the threshold to either 40 or 50 dwellings as this would 

reduce our ability to deliver much needed affordable housing.    

An analysis of our housing trajectory shows that 47% of our total site supply is from sites of 

10 – 39 dwellings.  In our rural areas 27% of sites of this size are in parishes not designated 

under S157 of the 1985 Housing Act. These sites are expected to deliver 17% of the 

affordable housing in our rural areas, excluding any homes delivered through rural 

exception sites.  Under the current NPPF, in Designated Rural Areas, local planning 

authorities can secure affordable housing contributions on sites of 5 dwellings or fewer and 

on sites of more than 10 dwellings alongside a rural exception site policy. With these 

proposals, local planning authorities would be able to secure affordable housing 
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contributions on sites of 5 dwellings or fewer and on sites with 40 dwellings (or 50 if the 

threshold is set higher) or more.  On this basis, as a result of the proposal, Cornwall Council 

would lose 30% of the affordable homes that are currently part of ‘live’ proposals in rural 

areas on sites of 10 – 39 dwellings.  

Our Economic Viability Assessment showed that it was viable to deliver affordable housing 

on sites of less than 10 dwellings but as a result of direction from the Planning Inspector 

examining our Local Plan this was not included in our policy.  We would propose that at a 

minimum the current 10 dwelling threshold should be retained in our urban areas. Within 

the rural areas that are currently not designated we would propose that we should be able 

to set thresholds for affordable housing, based on evidence of need and viability.  

In our response to Question 23 we have set out alternative mechanisms the Government 

could adopt that would support SME builders and retain delivery of affordable housing. 

Q19: Do you agree with the proposed approach to the site size threshold?   

No, Cornwall Council does not agree with this approach because it objects to the raising of 

the site threshold. If Government proceeds with raising the affordable housing threshold it 

should set out how local planning authorities can avoid developers bringing phases of a 

larger development forward that artificially come below the affordable housing threshold. 

Q20: Do you agree with linking the time-limited period to economic recovery and raising the 

threshold for an initial period of 18 months?    

No, this assumes that the raised thresholds will be introduced and the Council objects to the 

raising of the site threshold.  As noted above our completion data for the last year shows 

delivery of homes, including affordable homes is very similar to the previous year. 

Cornwall Council does not consider that raising the affordable housing thresholds will 

support SME builders for three reasons.  Firstly, by removing the need for affordable 

housing SME builders will no longer have the guarantee of income from sales to affordable 

housing providers.  This will affect SME builders’ cash-flow and thence ability to continue 

build out sites.   

Secondly, it is likely that this risk will be heightened with the introduction of the 25% First 

Homes requirement.  These will be dependent on sales into a market where the economic 

downturn is likely to create further uncertainty of delivery. Indeed, it is likely this will be 

compounded by the higher mortgage deposit requirements of First Homes compared with 

Shared Ownership products or discounted market homes where the sale price is linked to 

local incomes. 

Thirdly, the absence of an affordable housing requirement will lead to higher land value for 

residential sites, potentially to a level where SME builders are unable to compete in the land 

market for sites that are within their capacity to finance the building of the development. 
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If the Government proceeds with this approach for 18 months we ask that at the outset it 

sets out when it will review its approach,  publishes the methodology it will use to assess its 

values, including the effect on the delivery of affordable housing, disaggregated for urban 

and rural areas; and commits to consulting on the steps it proposes to take following the 

review. 

Q21: Do you agree with the proposed approach to minimising threshold effects? 

No, Cornwall Council does not agree with this approach because it objects to the raising of 

the site threshold.   

Q22: Do you agree with the Government’s proposed approach to setting thresholds in rural 

areas?  

No, Cornwall Council considers there should be a rural exemption from any raising of the 

threshold to 40 dwellings or above, but the chosen definition of rural area should be 

changed. 

The choice of S157 of the 1985 Act to define rural areas means that 24 of our rural Parishes 

would not be exempted from the changes in the threshold. It is considered that there are 

flaws in the definition of Designated Rural Areas and perhaps a review of the Designated 

Rural Areas is required, as an example, St Michael Caerhays Parish has a population of circa 

100 residents but is not classed as a Designated Rural Area. In these communities there are 

few site opportunities and those that come forward are small, as noted above in our non-

designated rural areas 27% of sites in our housing trajectory are less than 40 dwellings and 

would provide 17% of our rural areas affordable housing.  

We would also propose, given the small scale of rural residential sites and the limited supply 

of sites, local planning authorities should be able to set their own thresholds for these areas, 

with this being primarily on-site, but with the opportunity to take a financial contribution 

where this was not possible.  The choice of thresholds should be evidenced by data on need 

and economic viability. 

 Q23: Are there any other ways in which the Government can support SME builders to deliver 

new homes during the economic recovery period?  

The Council recognises that SME developers provide a vital contribution to the delivery of 

homes and this is particularly the case in Cornwall. There are other ways that SME 

developers could be supported to deliver sites in a manner that does not impact on the 

development of affordable homes. Based on our experience of supporting SME developers 

this support could involve:  

1. Provide targeted infrastructure finance for small scale developments of less than 40 

dwellings.  This would unlock small sites and support SME builders’ cash-flow. 

2. For a limited period of time provide grant funding for affordable housing provided on 

sites of less than 40 dwellings, subject to viability assessment showing this was not 
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inflating land price or developer return. This would support the viability of these 

small schemes if the market falls and retain the delivery of affordable homes. 

3. For a time limited period provide finance to local authorities to retain and 

strengthen their delivery and housing enabling function that supports SME builders 

during a time when enabling staff have been deployed to responding to housing 

crises arising from COVID 19. Cornwall Council has had to directly intervene in the 

delivery of six out of the seven largest housing sites in Cornwall totalling circa 13,000 

homes, through direct purchase and delivery of homes, or provision of infrastructure 

or bidding for infrastructure funds. 

4. Provide resources and funding for Local Authorities to prepare master plans or 

design codes for those sites where permission has been granted but delivery has not 

been completed.  

5. Consider additional powers for local planning authorities to allocated small sites for 

housing development, rather than requiring these to be considered through the 

Local Plan process.  

6. Other resources or funding measures to assist and improve the planning application 

process such as pre-application advice.   

7. Other resources or funding measures for remediation of those sites which are 

significantly contaminated  

8. Resources and support for skills within SME developers and supply chains.  

Cornwall Council currently deploys an array of measures to support SME builders, further 

funding would enable the Council to increase our proactive assistance in terms of delivery 

such as enabling the acquisition of land, compulsory purchase, direct intervention through 

our development company (Treveth Holdings), development of master plans or design 

codes or assistance with the delivery of infrastructure as well as through our Remediation 

Fund that contributes to infrastructure costs where this would unlock a stalled site.  We use 

our own Council House building programme to build affordable homes and purchase stock 

built by developers.  We believe that this would be a better approach to assist SME builders.    

Extension of the Permission in Principle consent regime  

Consultation Questions: 

Q24: Do you agree that the new Permission in Principle should remove the restriction on 

major development? 

The Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, this 

would further undermine the openness of the planning system. The timetable for 

determination at five weeks is inadequate for the determination of a scale of site that would 

be significant. It seems appropriate that major development sites undergo some form of 

additional scrutiny from officers, members and communities and are assessed against a 

policy framework to ensure that more significant growth is undertaken in a planned 
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manner. There is simply not sufficient time to undertake the level of scrutiny required for 

major development within the Permission in Principle regime.  

Applications for major development need to be supported by a variety of studies and 

surveys such as traffic, noise etc and the proposal to remove these requirements through 

the extension of Permission in Principle would make it increasingly difficult to understand 

the likely impacts of a site before the principle of development is established. The approval 

of larger schemes without the appropriate assessment to support them, could result in 

developers and Local Authorities spending significant time and resource seeking to resolve 

issues at subsequent stages that don’t come to light until the more detailed assessments are 

undertaken (at which point land value/hope value has been established); in turn as 

Permission in Principle has been granted it would put pressure on making compromises that 

would affect the delivery of affordable housing, infrastructure delivery, or the general 

quality of the development, which would be contrary to the aspiration to deliver beautiful 

development. Faced with this choice it may well lead to local planning authorities being 

required to take a more cautious approach than with a standard outline application and 

applications being refused.   

Cornwall Council has received a limited number of Permission in Principle applications and is 

not convinced that extending the regime to major development would assist delivery of 

homes. Large scale developments and the investment required need certainty over the 

constraints and opportunities presented by sites and this in turn impacts delivery of sites. It 

is anticipated that developers will be less keen to use the method than landowners using it 

to establish the principle and increased value of land prior to disposal.  

Permission in Principle also needs to consider the interaction with other legislation such as 

EIA, HRA and s106 contributions for affordable housing and infrastructure. To retain these 

as technical consent issues will reduce certainty of delivery by pushing them to a far later 

stage of scheme development and reduce certainty in communities of the benefits of 

development.  

Q25: Should the new Permission in Principle for major development set any limit on the 

amount of commercial development (providing housing still occupies the majority of the 

floorspace of the overall scheme)? Please provide any comments in support of your views. 

Whilst the Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, 

if this proposal comes to fruition then clear parameters should be set. The provision of 

significant commercial development could have considerable impacts on communities and 

the environment of the site, increasing the risk of development having negative impacts. 

Furthermore, the current system of securing outline permission, with the appropriate 

assessments, can more helpfully determine the scale of development, including commercial 

development, that would be appropriate. Without this, it is likely to create significant future 

issues where land values are inappropriate for what is subsequently found to be appropriate 

and capable of delivery which will have the impact of stalling schemes. 
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Q26:  Do you agree with our proposal that information requirements for Permission in 

Principle by application for major development should broadly remain unchanged? If you 

disagree, what changes would you suggest and why?  

Applications for major development need to be supported by a variety of studies and 

surveys such as traffic, noise etc and the proposal to remove these requirements through 

the extension of Permission in Principle would make it increasingly difficult to understand 

the likely impacts of a site before the principle of development is established. This may well 

lead to local planning authorities being required to take a more cautious approach and 

applications being refused.   

Q27: Should there be an additional height parameter for Permission in Principle?  Please 

provide comments in support of your views.  

Whilst the Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, 

if this proposal comes to fruition then clear parameters should be set. The development of 

tall buildings will often have a markedly different visual and environmental impact that 

needs further consideration.  

Q28: Do you agree that publicity arrangements for Permission in Principle by application 

should be extended for large developments? If so, should local planning authorities be: 

i) required to publish a notice in a local newspaper?    

ii) subject to a general requirement to publicise the application or   

iii) both?  

iv) disagree   

If you disagree, please state your reasons 

Whilst the Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, 

if this proposal comes to fruition then it is appropriate that communities are meaningfully 

involved in the planning decisions in their areas. Any publicity arrangements need to be 

undertaken in an inclusive manner, making the best use of resources available. It is widely 

acknowledged that statutory planning notices in local newspapers are expensive for local 

authorities. Any proposals to minimise publicity requirements would potentially increase 

community distrust of the measures proposed and increase resistance to development, at 

odds with the intention of the proposal.    

Q29: Do you agree with our proposal for a banded fee structure based on a flat fee per 

hectarage, with a maximum fee cap?    

The Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, for 

the reasons set out above. The process for determining a Permission in Principle application 

is considered to be the same as for an outline planning application, albeit with less 

information upon which to base any assessment, and therefore the fees should remain 

consistent with those for outline applications.  
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Q30: What level of flat fee do you consider appropriate, and why? 

Fees should remain consistent with those for outline applications.   

Q31: Do you agree that any brownfield site that is granted Permission in Principle through 

the application process should be included in Part 2 of the Brownfield Land Register? If you 

disagree, please state why. 

Whilst the Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, 

if this proposal comes to fruition then it would seem appropriate to maintain an up to date 

Brownfield Register of any sites granted Permission in Principle.  

Q32: What guidance would help support applicants and local planning authorities to make 

decisions about Permission in Principle? Where possible, please set out any areas of 

guidance you consider are currently lacking and would assist stakeholders. 

The Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development. If the 

proposal is taken forward it is important that major development sites undergo some form 

of scrutiny from members and communities and be assessed against a policy framework to 

ensure that the spatial strategy for the area is not negatively compromised. There is simply 

not sufficient time to undertake the level of scrutiny required for major development within 

the Permission in Principle regime. 

Applications for major development need to be supported by a variety of studies and 

surveys such as traffic, noise etc and the proposal to extend Permission in Principle would 

remove these requirements until later in the process making it difficult to assess the 

principle of development with limited information. 

Q33:  What costs and benefits do you envisage the proposed scheme would cause?  Where 

you have identified drawbacks, how might these be overcome?    

The Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development If the 

proposal is taken forward it is important that major development sites undergo some form 

of scrutiny from members and communities and be assessed against a policy framework to 

ensure that the spatial strategy for the area is not negatively compromised. There is simply 

not sufficient time to undertake the level of scrutiny required for major development within 

the Permission in Principle regime. 

Some of the biggest challenges to securing and maintaining a supply of deliverable sites 

relate to sites not coming forward and to landowners with over inflated hope value, or 

developers that have secured land at too high a value. The application of Permission in 

Principle for major development and large schemes is likely to increase the instances of this 

occurring, with land potentially being brought forward which may have considerable 

constraints that have not been understood at Permission in Principle stage and thus leading 

to further uncertainty of delivery. 
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It is understood that some form of permission in principle/outline consent is proposed as 

part of the proposals set out in the Planning White Paper to change the focus of local plans; 

this would appear more appropriate as local planning authorities would be able to develop a 

clear strategy for the classification of land in a local plan, including any constraints and 

detailed assessments of suitable land. It does not seem sensible to extend the Permission in 

Principle application route to major development in advance of any changes to the wider 

planning system and the proper consideration of a spatial strategy for an authority area to 

promote sustainable growth that meets local objectives.   

Q34: To what extent do you consider landowners and developers are likely to use the 

proposed measure?  Please provide evidence where possible. 

On the face of these proposals it would appear that Permission in Principle does not differ 

greatly from Outline and Reserved Matters planning routes, albeit with a shorter 

determination period and less information to support any application. The approval of 

larger schemes without the appropriate assessment to support them, could result in 

developers and local authorities spending significant time and resource seeking to resolve 

issues at subsequent stages that don’t come to light until the more detailed assessments are 

undertaken (at which point land value/hope value has been established); in turn as 

Permission in Principle has been granted it would create additional hope value that would 

put pressure on making compromises that would affect the delivery of affordable housing, 

infrastructure delivery, or the general quality of the development, which would be against 

the aspiration to deliver beautiful development. Faced with this choice, it may well lead to 

local planning authorities being required to take a more cautious approach than with a 

standard outline application and applications being refused.   

Cornwall Council has received a limited number of Permission in Principle applications and is 

not convinced that extending the regime to major development would assist delivery of 

homes. Large scale developments and the investment required need certainty over the 

constraints and opportunities presented by sites and this in turn impacts delivery of sites. It 

is anticipated that developers will be less keen to use the method than landowners using it 

to establish the principle and increased value of land prior to disposal. Any proposal that 

increases hope value for land is likely to negatively impact delivery.  
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	Q1: Do you agree that planning practice guidance should be amended to specify that the appropriate baseline for the standard method is whichever is the higher of the level of 0.5% of housing stock in each local authority area OR the latest household projections averaged over a 10-year period?  
	No, the Council strongly opposes the proposed standard method.  The proposed standard methodology would mean that Cornwall Council will face an unsustainable increase in our housing target to around 4,000 new dwellings per annum which is 44% above our annual Local Plan requirement.  Looking back at our historical data from 1976, this illustrates that Cornwall has never delivered 4,000 homes in a single year, reflecting perhaps the availability of material resources for construction, skills within the sector
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	Cornwall Council is committed to standing up for Cornwall and delivering the housing our communities need, we have an up-to-date Local Plan, that was adopted in 2016, covering the period 2010 to 2030 and containing a target of 52,500 homes over that plan period, and we are on track to meet this requirement, as illustrated in the graphs below which show completions over the plan period. 
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	Despite our delivery on the ground, there remains nearly 28,000 homes with extant planning permission, but which are not currently completed.  The Government has stated that for every one house built, three need to be under construction and four need to be in the planning system. Locally, in Cornwall in 2017/18 for every one house built there were 0.8 homes under construction and 7.3 homes with planning permission but not yet started (of these 7.3 homes over half are on sites of 200 or more dwellings). For 
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	It is our view that the government is failing to address the issue of land banking and issues around delivery of sites with planning consent.  We estimate, that of our 28,000 uncompleted homes there are around 6,000 homes where construction could be unlocked by further funding or greater powers for the Council, improving the skills in the construction sector and supply chains.  There are wide reaching reasons for non-delivery which the government needs to address before adjusting methodologies to create uns
	With regards to the specific question (question 1) we agree that using the existing housing stock levels is a more predictable approach as these do not fluctuate as much as household projections over time, it is our view that housing stock would be a better base line that household projections.  
	Q2: In the stock element of the baseline, do you agree that 0.5% of existing stock for the standard method is appropriate? If not, please explain why. 
	The Council strongly opposes the proposed standard method, as discussed in response to question 1, but it is recognised that existing housing stock levels are more stable and do not fluctuate and therefore provide a better base line.   
	Q3: Do you agree that using the workplace-based median house price to median earnings ratio from the most recent year for which data is available to adjust the standard method’s baseline is appropriate? If not, please explain why.  
	Cornwall Council agrees that affordability should be part of the consideration of any spatial distribution of growth.  
	However, the Council strongly opposes the proposed standard method, as discussed in response to question 1. We do not agree with the overriding focus on this in the new standard method which in our view results in an unsustainable pattern of growth across England.  The methodology, as a whole, perpetuates higher housing targets in the south (south east and south west) and reductions in the north and furthermore, results in lower targets in sustainable urban areas but higher figures in rural hinterlands.  We
	Q4: Do you agree that incorporating an adjustment for the change of affordability over 10 years is a positive way to look at whether affordability has improved? If not, please explain why.  
	Cornwall Council agrees that affordability should be part of the consideration of any spatial distribution of growth.  
	However, the Council strongly opposes the proposed standard method, as discussed in response to question 1. As highlighted above, we do not agree with the overriding focus on affordability in the new method which results in an unsustainable pattern of growth across England.  The methodology, as a whole, perpetuates higher housing targets in the south and reductions in the north and furthermore, results in lower targets in sustainable urban areas but higher figures in rural hinterlands.  We are aware that fo
	Q5: Do you agree that affordability is given an appropriate weighting within the standard method? If not, please explain why. 
	Cornwall Council agrees that affordability should be part of the consideration of any spatial distribution of growth.  
	However, the Council strongly opposes the proposed standard method, as discussed in response to question 1. As highlighted above, we do not agree with the overriding focus on affordability in the new method which results in an unsustainable pattern of growth across England.  The methodology as a whole perpetuates higher housing targets in the south and reductions in the north and furthermore, results in lower targets in sustainable urban areas but higher figures in rural hinterlands.  We are aware that for 
	Do you agree that authorities should be planning having regard to their revised standard method need figure, from the publication date of the revised guidance, with the exception of:  
	Q6: Authorities which are already at the second stage of the strategic plan consultation process (Regulation 19), which should be given 6 months to submit their plan to the Planning Inspectorate for examination?  
	No, Cornwall Council does not agree that the proposed transition arrangements are sufficient.  It is imperative that all Local Authorities who have an up-to-date Local Plan now are not penalised by unforeseen increases in housing targets.  There is a clear risk that these new targets will become the starting point for decision making in the short term (when plans are five years old). This will mean that Local Authorities will fail either the five-year land supply or housing delivery test before it is possib
	We will illustrate our point by setting out our circumstances.  Cornwall Council’s Local Plan was adopted in November 2016, and is five years old in November 2021, and therefore at risk of being out of date after that time. We have been monitoring our delivery and new requirements such as the existing standard methodology and were content that our Local Plan remained up to date.  Now, with just over 12 months before our local plan is five years old, the proposed revised housing method significantly increase
	Without any transitional arrangements for authorities like Cornwall, we will be faced with using our limited resources on determining speculative development which may not be focussed in the areas with the greatest need, nor appropriately planned.  
	We suggest that transitional arrangements could include an assurance that the new housing need figure derived from this revised standard method be used solely for plan-making rather than decision-making (i.e. not used for 5 year supply or Housing Delivery Test) for an agreed period to allow a new Local Plan based on the new regulations to be put in place.   
	A lack of transition arrangements with the proposed method will lead to speculative growth that will not only create a longer-term pattern of growth that is unsustainable but will also impact upon the confidence of communities in any future process to plan for growth. It will impact local and national ambitions to have a plan led system that enables local residents to have a meaningful input on the locations for growth. It would create continued uncertainty for the preparation and delivery of local plans, d
	The Council also considers that transitional arrangements for ‘made’ Neighbourhood Development Plans should be clearly set out. Neighbourhood Development Plans are required to be in conformity with Local Plans and therefore would be impacted by the imposition of any new housing need figure.  
	Q7: Authorities close to publishing their second stage consultation (Regulation 19), which should be given 3 months from the publication date of the revised guidance to publish their Regulation 19 plan, and a further 6 months to submit their plan to the Planning Inspectorate?   
	If not, please explain why. Are there particular circumstances which need to be catered for: 
	Please refer to our answer to Q6 which we will repeat here for ease:  
	No, Cornwall Council does not agree that the proposed transition arrangements are sufficient.  It is imperative that all Local Authorities who have an up-to-date Local Plan now are not penalised by unforeseen increases in housing targets.  There is a clear risk that these new targets will become the starting point for decision making in the short term (when plans are five years old). This will mean that Local Authorities will fail either the five-year land supply or housing delivery test in the very short t
	We will illustrate our point by setting out our circumstances.  Cornwall Council’s Local Plan was adopted in November 2016, and is five years old in November 2021, and therefore at risk of being out of date after that time. We have been monitoring our delivery and new requirements such as the existing standard methodology and were content that our Local Plan remained up to date.  Now with just over 12 months before our local plan is five years old, the proposed revised housing method significantly increases
	Without any transitional arrangements for authorities like Cornwall, we will be faced with using our limited resources on determining speculative development which may not be focussed in the areas with the greatest need, nor appropriately planned.  
	We suggest that transitional arrangements could include an assurance that the new housing need figure derived from this revised standard method be used solely for plan-making rather than decision-making (i.e. not used for 5 year supply or Housing Delivery Test) for an agreed period to allow a new Local Plan based on the new regulations to be put in place.   
	A lack of transition arrangements with the proposed method will lead to speculative growth that will not only create a longer-term pattern of growth that is unsustainable but will also impact upon the confidence of communities in any future process to plan for growth. It will impact local and national ambitions to have a plan led system that enables local residents to have a meaningful input on the locations for growth. It would create continued uncertainty for the preparation and delivery of local plans, d
	would impact on communities and future strategy being developed by local and neighbourhood plans.  
	The Council also considers that transitional arrangements for ‘made’ Neighbourhood Development Plans should be clearly set out. Neighbourhood Development Plans are required to be in conformity with Local Plans and therefore would be impacted by the imposition of any new housing need figure.  
	Delivering First Homes  
	Consultation Questions: 
	Q8: The Government is proposing policy compliant planning applications will deliver a minimum of 25% of onsite affordable housing as First Homes, and a minimum of 25% of offsite contributions towards First Homes where appropriate. Which do you think is the most appropriate option for the remaining 75% of affordable housing secured through developer contributions? Please provide reasons and / or evidence for your views (if possible):  
	i) Prioritising the replacement of affordable home ownership tenures, and delivering rental tenures in the ratio set out in the local plan policy.  
	ii) Negotiation between a local authority and developer.   
	iii) Other (please specify) 
	Cornwall Council has 11 years’ experience of delivering a form of discounted market sale housing that is very similar to First Homes. It is enshrined in our Local Plan policy and Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and these products are secured as such in perpetuity through a s106 legal agreement.  
	This tenure forms part of the intermediate housing which based on economic viability testing makes up 30% of affordable housing contributions, the remainder being in the form of affordable rent. 
	Cornwall Council would therefore not object in principle to the proposal that First Homes replace 25% of affordable home ownership, and the rental tenures as in the ratio set out in our Local Plan.  This approach would allow us to provide 5% other intermediate sale products, such as shared ownership, which because of its lower deposit requirements would open up home ownership to a wider group. 
	However, it is critical that Cornwall Council are able to set a variable level of discount for First Homes reflecting the different market values in our area and that these First Homes are secured as such in perpetuity through a legal agreement or other suitable mechanism.   Our adopted Housing SPD sets out the method for setting the differing levels of discount according to the area and we maintain this is the right vehicle as there is insufficient time and resources to set this through a revision to the L
	To highlight, the average newly built home in Cornwall costs £246,000, meaning a 30% discount delivers a saving worth more than £73,800. The resulting sale price of £172,200 is 
	not affordable to many local Cornish workers, based on local purchasing power based on local wages.  To cite a specific example, in the high value area of St Mawes and Rock modest Discounted Market Sales homes can have a £400,000 to £500,000 open market value.  To make these affordable requires a discount in excess of 70% to meet local purchasing power.  In these areas Cornwall Council has successfully delivered Discounted Market Sales homes at higher discounts than the proposed 50% discount showing that vi
	Cornwall Council notes that there are issues around availability of mortgage products for discounted sale dwellings which impacts on the ability of residents to access discounted products. In particular we are aware that mortgage lenders will typically only lend on a proportion of new discounted sale homes in any one area.  If the government is committed to this product it is our view that this important issue needs to be tackled.   
	With regards to current exemptions from delivery of affordable home ownership products:  
	Q9: Should the existing exemptions from the requirement for affordable home ownership products (e.g. for build to rent) also apply to apply to this First Homes requirement?  
	Yes, sites which solely provide First Homes should be exempt from the requirement to additional deliver affordable home ownership products, where these First Homes are secured in perpetuity through a suitable legal agreement. However, it is critical that we are able to set a variable level of discount for First Homes reflecting the different market values in our area.   
	For 11 years Cornwall Council has successfully delivered a Discounted Market Sale where the discount is linked to local incomes and market conditions and the discount is locked in perpetuity. The methodology for calculating the discount is set out in our SPD.    
	The inclusion of this tenure is dictated by evidenced need and whilst we support the exemption as proposed, we would like the local flexibility to be able to include First Homes at a locally relevant discount on other sites where this meets a local housing need. 
	Q10: Are any existing exemptions not required? If not, please set out which exemptions and why.  
	All the existing exemptions are required. 
	Q11: Are any other exemptions needed? If so, please provide reasons and /or evidence for your views. 
	Yes, Cornwall Council’s Revenue Account building programme.   
	Q12: Do you agree with the proposed approach to transitional arrangements set out above? 
	To provide certainty and avoid delays in delivery we would suggest that the flexibility should require the substitution to be at the level of discount adopted by the local planning authority through an SPD rather than requiring the adopted local plan to be revised.  In terms of current planning applications, given that our Local Plan was adopted in 2016 and 
	our Housing SPD published in February 2020, we have a number of sites where we have been progressing a different tenure mix, which as noted above will often include Cornwall’s version of First Homes, Discounted Market Sale products.  
	Neighbourhood Plans in Cornwall largely follow our Local Plan affordable housing policy.  Revising them takes longer because these documents are produced by communities and volunteers with considerable local engagement. We would therefore propose that a longer transitional period should be given to Neighbourhood Plans.  Reflecting the arrangements in paragraph 14 of the NPPF for Neighbourhood Plans, we would advocate that if a Neighbourhood Plan has been made in the last two years it should not need to refl
	Q13: Do you agree with the proposed approach to different levels of discount? 
	No, the Council does not agree and would propose that national policy sets the minimum discount but allows local authority discretion to set a higher level of discount, evidenced by house price, local income and viability data.  We must be able to do this through an SPD rather than needing to go through a full Local Plan process.   
	A maximum discount of 50% is not sufficient to make First Homes affordable in Cornwall’s high value market areas, the average newly built home in Cornwall costs £246,000, meaning a 30% discount delivers a saving worth more than £73,000. 
	The resulting sale price of £172,200 is not affordable to many local Cornish workers, based on local purchasing power based on local wages.  To cite a specific example, in the high value area of St Mawes and Rock modest Discounted Market Sales homes can have a £400,000 to £500,000 open market value.  If the proposed 50% maximum discount were to be applied, First Homes in these higher valued areas would not be affordable at £200,000 - £250,000.  
	In these areas Cornwall Council has successfully delivered Discounted Market Sales homes with 70% discount. Our SPD sets out the methodology for calculating local purchasing power and this has been tested though our Economic Viability Assessment. To date we have in excess of 130 schemes with our Discounted Market Sale product within the affordable housing mix.  
	Q14: Do you agree with the approach of allowing a small proportion of market housing on First Homes exception sites, in order to ensure site viability?  
	The Council agrees that some market homes should be allowed on First Homes Exception Sites where this is necessary to ensure viability.  But this should not be used to inflate land values; we would suggest two steps to avoid this situation.  Firstly, national Guidance should require that the viability of First Homes Exception Sites is calculated on the basis of land value at the standard current rural exception site values or £10k a plot or 10 x agricultural value (whichever is the lowest).  Secondly, there
	Local Plan rural exception site policy requires that market housing must not represent more than 50% of the homes or 50% of the land take, excluding infrastructure and services. 
	Cornwall Council pioneered the use of cross subsidy from market housing on rural exception sites and we have successfully delivered 800 homes through this route between 2016 and 2019. However, a key part of our policy is that the market housing should not inflate land values which would have the effect of reducing the amount of affordable housing that can be delivered.  To achieve this, we set out in SPD an expected land value that reflects the standard going rate for rural exception sites and our rural exc
	Q15: Do you agree with the removal of the site size threshold set out in the National Planning Policy Framework? 
	No, Cornwall Council does not agree with the removal of the 1-hectare size limit that currently applies to Entry Level Exception Sites for two reasons. 
	Firstly, in an urban context solely using 5% of the existing settlement, which we assume to mean 5% of existing dwellings, would result in a large site where the predominant tenure is affordable housing.  This would run contrary to good practice on creating a balance of tenures on housing sites and our Local Plan Policy 6: ‘New housing developments of 10 dwellings or more should include an appropriate mix of house size, type, price and tenure to address identified needs and market demand and to support mixe
	Secondly, in a rural context the size limit reduces competition for larger rural exception sites to come forward whose tenure mix is determined by the specific affordable housing need of that community. 
	Q16: Do you agree that the First Homes exception sites policy should not apply in designated rural areas? 
	There should be a rural exemption, but this should be wider than rural areas defined by S157 of the 1985 Housing Act. 
	Cornwall Council has been particularly successful in delivering rural exception sites, which are a principle route for meeting local housing needs in our rural areas.  Between 2016 – 2019 we delivered 807 affordable homes through this route.  Our success is in part a consequence of our policies and SPD that set the expected land value at a level that makes it viable to meet the range of evidenced need in these communities.  The higher selling price of First Homes will mean First Homes Exception Sites will c
	We would therefore agree that First Homes exception sites should not apply in designated rural areas, but the definition of what constitutes a designated rural area should change, as 
	there are some flaws in the Designated Rural Areas coverage and perhaps a review of the Designated Rural Areas is required.  
	Not all our rural communities are covered by the S157 of the 1985 Housing Act definition of ‘designated rural areas’.  We have calculated that 24 of our rural parishes would not be exempted.  Equally we have 5 parishes that would not be exempted if the 2008 Designated Protected Areas definition was applied.  As an example, St Michael Caerhays Parish has a population of circa 100 residents but is not classed as a Designated Rural Area.    
	On balance we would therefore call for expansion of the rural exemption from First Homes – a number of options are suggested;  
	i) Defined by the Designated Protected Areas under the 2008 Housing and Regeneration Act  
	i) Defined by the Designated Protected Areas under the 2008 Housing and Regeneration Act  
	i) Defined by the Designated Protected Areas under the 2008 Housing and Regeneration Act  

	ii) Defined by the Designated Protected Areas under the 2008 Housing and Regeneration Act and S157 of the 1985 Housing Act 
	ii) Defined by the Designated Protected Areas under the 2008 Housing and Regeneration Act and S157 of the 1985 Housing Act 

	iii) Review of the definition of rural areas. 
	iii) Review of the definition of rural areas. 


	Supporting small and medium-sized developers 
	Consultation Questions: 
	Q17: Do you agree with the proposed approach to raise the small sites threshold for a time-limited period?   
	Cornwall Council objects to this approach, we are clear that the site threshold should not be raised, even for a time limited period. The changes would diminish seriously the amount of social rent and affordable housing built in Cornwall and do nothing to tackle the issues associated with second home and empty properties.   
	An analysis of our housing trajectory shows that 47% of our total site supply is from sites of 10 – 39 dwellings. In our rural areas 27% of sites of this size are in parishes not designated under S157 of the 1985 Housing Act. These sites are expected to deliver 17% of the affordable housing in our rural areas, excluding any homes delivered through rural exception sites. Under the current NPPF, in Designated Rural Areas, local planning authorities can secure affordable housing contributions on sites of 5 dwe
	It has been calculated that this proposal would result in the delivery of around 300 less affordable homes in Cornwall. It is therefore critical that we use every opportunity available to increase the supply of affordable housing.  Given the relatively small size and 
	characteristics of most housing proposals in Cornwall and the high level of housing need, we seek an element of affordable housing from most housing proposals. 
	The Council recognises that the Government, rightly, is aiming to address housing need and help SME developers during these difficult times. Cornwall currently has nearly 28,000 homes with extant planning permission, which have not been completed. We estimate that in Cornwall, of those 28,000 homes around 6,000 homes are on sites where construction could be unlocked by further funding or powers. Further funding would enable the Council to increase our proactive assistance in terms of delivery such as enabli
	There is concern that schemes with extant planning permission may be revisited to adjust the affordable housing contribution, further slowing delivery of sites over the proposed 18-month temporary threshold period.  If the Government proceeds with raising the thresholds, we agree it should set out how local planning authorities can avoid developers bringing phases of a larger development forward that come below the affordable housing threshold. 
	We do not consider that there is a need to change the threshold for an 18-month period.  Our completions data and our affordable housing data shows that those of 2019/20 are almost the same as for the previous year.   
	If the Government proceeds with this approach for 18 months we ask that at the outset it sets out when it will review its approach, publishes the methodology it will use to assess its impact, including the how it has affected delivery of affordable housing, disaggregated for urban and rural areas; and commits to consulting on the steps it proposes to take following the review. It should so commit to the provision of grant to replace the affordable housing lost to the temporary increase in threshold and furt
	Q18: What is the appropriate level of small sites threshold?  
	 i) Up to 40 homes ii) Up to 50 homes iii) Other (please specify)    
	Other. The Council objects to raising the threshold to either 40 or 50 dwellings as this would reduce our ability to deliver much needed affordable housing.    
	An analysis of our housing trajectory shows that 47% of our total site supply is from sites of 10 – 39 dwellings.  In our rural areas 27% of sites of this size are in parishes not designated under S157 of the 1985 Housing Act. These sites are expected to deliver 17% of the affordable housing in our rural areas, excluding any homes delivered through rural exception sites.  Under the current NPPF, in Designated Rural Areas, local planning authorities can secure affordable housing contributions on sites of 5 d
	contributions on sites of 5 dwellings or fewer and on sites with 40 dwellings (or 50 if the threshold is set higher) or more.  On this basis, as a result of the proposal, Cornwall Council would lose 30% of the affordable homes that are currently part of ‘live’ proposals in rural areas on sites of 10 – 39 dwellings.  
	Our Economic Viability Assessment showed that it was viable to deliver affordable housing on sites of less than 10 dwellings but as a result of direction from the Planning Inspector examining our Local Plan this was not included in our policy.  We would propose that at a minimum the current 10 dwelling threshold should be retained in our urban areas. Within the rural areas that are currently not designated we would propose that we should be able to set thresholds for affordable housing, based on evidence of
	In our response to Question 23 we have set out alternative mechanisms the Government could adopt that would support SME builders and retain delivery of affordable housing. 
	Q19: Do you agree with the proposed approach to the site size threshold?   
	No, Cornwall Council does not agree with this approach because it objects to the raising of the site threshold. If Government proceeds with raising the affordable housing threshold it should set out how local planning authorities can avoid developers bringing phases of a larger development forward that artificially come below the affordable housing threshold. 
	Q20: Do you agree with linking the time-limited period to economic recovery and raising the threshold for an initial period of 18 months?    
	No, this assumes that the raised thresholds will be introduced and the Council objects to the raising of the site threshold.  As noted above our completion data for the last year shows delivery of homes, including affordable homes is very similar to the previous year. 
	Cornwall Council does not consider that raising the affordable housing thresholds will support SME builders for three reasons.  Firstly, by removing the need for affordable housing SME builders will no longer have the guarantee of income from sales to affordable housing providers.  This will affect SME builders’ cash-flow and thence ability to continue build out sites.   
	Secondly, it is likely that this risk will be heightened with the introduction of the 25% First Homes requirement.  These will be dependent on sales into a market where the economic downturn is likely to create further uncertainty of delivery. Indeed, it is likely this will be compounded by the higher mortgage deposit requirements of First Homes compared with Shared Ownership products or discounted market homes where the sale price is linked to local incomes. 
	Thirdly, the absence of an affordable housing requirement will lead to higher land value for residential sites, potentially to a level where SME builders are unable to compete in the land market for sites that are within their capacity to finance the building of the development. 
	If the Government proceeds with this approach for 18 months we ask that at the outset it sets out when it will review its approach,  publishes the methodology it will use to assess its values, including the effect on the delivery of affordable housing, disaggregated for urban and rural areas; and commits to consulting on the steps it proposes to take following the review. 
	Q21: Do you agree with the proposed approach to minimising threshold effects? 
	No, Cornwall Council does not agree with this approach because it objects to the raising of the site threshold.   
	Q22: Do you agree with the Government’s proposed approach to setting thresholds in rural areas?  
	No, Cornwall Council considers there should be a rural exemption from any raising of the threshold to 40 dwellings or above, but the chosen definition of rural area should be changed. 
	The choice of S157 of the 1985 Act to define rural areas means that 24 of our rural Parishes would not be exempted from the changes in the threshold. It is considered that there are flaws in the definition of Designated Rural Areas and perhaps a review of the Designated Rural Areas is required, as an example, St Michael Caerhays Parish has a population of circa 100 residents but is not classed as a Designated Rural Area. In these communities there are few site opportunities and those that come forward are s
	We would also propose, given the small scale of rural residential sites and the limited supply of sites, local planning authorities should be able to set their own thresholds for these areas, with this being primarily on-site, but with the opportunity to take a financial contribution where this was not possible.  The choice of thresholds should be evidenced by data on need and economic viability. 
	 Q23: Are there any other ways in which the Government can support SME builders to deliver new homes during the economic recovery period?  
	The Council recognises that SME developers provide a vital contribution to the delivery of homes and this is particularly the case in Cornwall. There are other ways that SME developers could be supported to deliver sites in a manner that does not impact on the development of affordable homes. Based on our experience of supporting SME developers this support could involve:  
	1. Provide targeted infrastructure finance for small scale developments of less than 40 dwellings.  This would unlock small sites and support SME builders’ cash-flow. 
	1. Provide targeted infrastructure finance for small scale developments of less than 40 dwellings.  This would unlock small sites and support SME builders’ cash-flow. 
	1. Provide targeted infrastructure finance for small scale developments of less than 40 dwellings.  This would unlock small sites and support SME builders’ cash-flow. 

	2. For a limited period of time provide grant funding for affordable housing provided on sites of less than 40 dwellings, subject to viability assessment showing this was not 
	2. For a limited period of time provide grant funding for affordable housing provided on sites of less than 40 dwellings, subject to viability assessment showing this was not 


	inflating land price or developer return. This would support the viability of these small schemes if the market falls and retain the delivery of affordable homes. 
	inflating land price or developer return. This would support the viability of these small schemes if the market falls and retain the delivery of affordable homes. 
	inflating land price or developer return. This would support the viability of these small schemes if the market falls and retain the delivery of affordable homes. 

	3. For a time limited period provide finance to local authorities to retain and strengthen their delivery and housing enabling function that supports SME builders during a time when enabling staff have been deployed to responding to housing crises arising from COVID 19. Cornwall Council has had to directly intervene in the delivery of six out of the seven largest housing sites in Cornwall totalling circa 13,000 homes, through direct purchase and delivery of homes, or provision of infrastructure or bidding f
	3. For a time limited period provide finance to local authorities to retain and strengthen their delivery and housing enabling function that supports SME builders during a time when enabling staff have been deployed to responding to housing crises arising from COVID 19. Cornwall Council has had to directly intervene in the delivery of six out of the seven largest housing sites in Cornwall totalling circa 13,000 homes, through direct purchase and delivery of homes, or provision of infrastructure or bidding f

	4. Provide resources and funding for Local Authorities to prepare master plans or design codes for those sites where permission has been granted but delivery has not been completed.  
	4. Provide resources and funding for Local Authorities to prepare master plans or design codes for those sites where permission has been granted but delivery has not been completed.  

	5. Consider additional powers for local planning authorities to allocated small sites for housing development, rather than requiring these to be considered through the Local Plan process.  
	5. Consider additional powers for local planning authorities to allocated small sites for housing development, rather than requiring these to be considered through the Local Plan process.  

	6. Other resources or funding measures to assist and improve the planning application process such as pre-application advice.   
	6. Other resources or funding measures to assist and improve the planning application process such as pre-application advice.   

	7. Other resources or funding measures for remediation of those sites which are significantly contaminated  
	7. Other resources or funding measures for remediation of those sites which are significantly contaminated  

	8. Resources and support for skills within SME developers and supply chains.  
	8. Resources and support for skills within SME developers and supply chains.  


	Cornwall Council currently deploys an array of measures to support SME builders, further funding would enable the Council to increase our proactive assistance in terms of delivery such as enabling the acquisition of land, compulsory purchase, direct intervention through our development company (Treveth Holdings), development of master plans or design codes or assistance with the delivery of infrastructure as well as through our Remediation Fund that contributes to infrastructure costs where this would unloc
	Extension of the Permission in Principle consent regime  
	Consultation Questions: 
	Q24: Do you agree that the new Permission in Principle should remove the restriction on major development? 
	The Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, this would further undermine the openness of the planning system. The timetable for determination at five weeks is inadequate for the determination of a scale of site that would be significant. It seems appropriate that major development sites undergo some form of additional scrutiny from officers, members and communities and are assessed against a policy framework to ensure that more significant growth is undertaken in a 
	manner. There is simply not sufficient time to undertake the level of scrutiny required for major development within the Permission in Principle regime.  
	Applications for major development need to be supported by a variety of studies and surveys such as traffic, noise etc and the proposal to remove these requirements through the extension of Permission in Principle would make it increasingly difficult to understand the likely impacts of a site before the principle of development is established. The approval of larger schemes without the appropriate assessment to support them, could result in developers and Local Authorities spending significant time and reso
	Cornwall Council has received a limited number of Permission in Principle applications and is not convinced that extending the regime to major development would assist delivery of homes. Large scale developments and the investment required need certainty over the constraints and opportunities presented by sites and this in turn impacts delivery of sites. It is anticipated that developers will be less keen to use the method than landowners using it to establish the principle and increased value of land prior
	Permission in Principle also needs to consider the interaction with other legislation such as EIA, HRA and s106 contributions for affordable housing and infrastructure. To retain these as technical consent issues will reduce certainty of delivery by pushing them to a far later stage of scheme development and reduce certainty in communities of the benefits of development.  
	Q25: Should the new Permission in Principle for major development set any limit on the amount of commercial development (providing housing still occupies the majority of the floorspace of the overall scheme)? Please provide any comments in support of your views. 
	Whilst the Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, if this proposal comes to fruition then clear parameters should be set. The provision of significant commercial development could have considerable impacts on communities and the environment of the site, increasing the risk of development having negative impacts. Furthermore, the current system of securing outline permission, with the appropriate assessments, can more helpfully determine the scale of development, in
	Q26:  Do you agree with our proposal that information requirements for Permission in Principle by application for major development should broadly remain unchanged? If you disagree, what changes would you suggest and why?  
	Applications for major development need to be supported by a variety of studies and surveys such as traffic, noise etc and the proposal to remove these requirements through the extension of Permission in Principle would make it increasingly difficult to understand the likely impacts of a site before the principle of development is established. This may well lead to local planning authorities being required to take a more cautious approach and applications being refused.   
	Q27: Should there be an additional height parameter for Permission in Principle?  Please provide comments in support of your views.  
	Whilst the Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, if this proposal comes to fruition then clear parameters should be set. The development of tall buildings will often have a markedly different visual and environmental impact that needs further consideration.  
	Q28: Do you agree that publicity arrangements for Permission in Principle by application should be extended for large developments? If so, should local planning authorities be: 
	i) required to publish a notice in a local newspaper?    
	ii) subject to a general requirement to publicise the application or   
	iii) both?  
	iv) disagree   
	If you disagree, please state your reasons 
	Whilst the Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, if this proposal comes to fruition then it is appropriate that communities are meaningfully involved in the planning decisions in their areas. Any publicity arrangements need to be undertaken in an inclusive manner, making the best use of resources available. It is widely acknowledged that statutory planning notices in local newspapers are expensive for local authorities. Any proposals to minimise publicity requirem
	Q29: Do you agree with our proposal for a banded fee structure based on a flat fee per hectarage, with a maximum fee cap?    
	The Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, for the reasons set out above. The process for determining a Permission in Principle application is considered to be the same as for an outline planning application, albeit with less information upon which to base any assessment, and therefore the fees should remain consistent with those for outline applications.  
	Q30: What level of flat fee do you consider appropriate, and why? 
	Fees should remain consistent with those for outline applications.   
	Q31: Do you agree that any brownfield site that is granted Permission in Principle through the application process should be included in Part 2 of the Brownfield Land Register? If you disagree, please state why. 
	Whilst the Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development, if this proposal comes to fruition then it would seem appropriate to maintain an up to date Brownfield Register of any sites granted Permission in Principle.  
	Q32: What guidance would help support applicants and local planning authorities to make decisions about Permission in Principle? Where possible, please set out any areas of guidance you consider are currently lacking and would assist stakeholders. 
	The Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development. If the proposal is taken forward it is important that major development sites undergo some form of scrutiny from members and communities and be assessed against a policy framework to ensure that the spatial strategy for the area is not negatively compromised. There is simply not sufficient time to undertake the level of scrutiny required for major development within the Permission in Principle regime. 
	Applications for major development need to be supported by a variety of studies and surveys such as traffic, noise etc and the proposal to extend Permission in Principle would remove these requirements until later in the process making it difficult to assess the principle of development with limited information. 
	Q33:  What costs and benefits do you envisage the proposed scheme would cause?  Where you have identified drawbacks, how might these be overcome?    
	The Council objects to the extension of Permission in Principle to major development If the proposal is taken forward it is important that major development sites undergo some form of scrutiny from members and communities and be assessed against a policy framework to ensure that the spatial strategy for the area is not negatively compromised. There is simply not sufficient time to undertake the level of scrutiny required for major development within the Permission in Principle regime. 
	Some of the biggest challenges to securing and maintaining a supply of deliverable sites relate to sites not coming forward and to landowners with over inflated hope value, or developers that have secured land at too high a value. The application of Permission in Principle for major development and large schemes is likely to increase the instances of this occurring, with land potentially being brought forward which may have considerable constraints that have not been understood at Permission in Principle st
	It is understood that some form of permission in principle/outline consent is proposed as part of the proposals set out in the Planning White Paper to change the focus of local plans; this would appear more appropriate as local planning authorities would be able to develop a clear strategy for the classification of land in a local plan, including any constraints and detailed assessments of suitable land. It does not seem sensible to extend the Permission in Principle application route to major development i
	Q34: To what extent do you consider landowners and developers are likely to use the proposed measure?  Please provide evidence where possible. 
	On the face of these proposals it would appear that Permission in Principle does not differ greatly from Outline and Reserved Matters planning routes, albeit with a shorter determination period and less information to support any application. The approval of larger schemes without the appropriate assessment to support them, could result in developers and local authorities spending significant time and resource seeking to resolve issues at subsequent stages that don’t come to light until the more detailed as
	Cornwall Council has received a limited number of Permission in Principle applications and is not convinced that extending the regime to major development would assist delivery of homes. Large scale developments and the investment required need certainty over the constraints and opportunities presented by sites and this in turn impacts delivery of sites. It is anticipated that developers will be less keen to use the method than landowners using it to establish the principle and increased value of land prior





